
November 3, 2003

RE: OPPOSITION- 2005 ENERGY EFFICIENCY REGULATIONS
-OUTDOOR LIGHTING ST ANDARDS

Honorable Members of the Energy Commission

The California Si~ Association, representing over 3,000 industry
professionals, has worked diligently and cooperatively for over a year with CEC
staff to address myriad concerns regarding tlie application of the proposed
reg\;llation~ and to assist ,in faslllo:ning manageable Qptions related to on-premise
busmess slgnage. CSA IS coInm1tted to energy savmgs and we strive to educate our
membership on the latest technological advances and efficiencies.

However, while we have achieved consensus in many areas, we remain
fundamentally opposed and object to any regulations which seek to impose
limitations based on census zone, whether or not applicable to signage.

It is COffi1ll0nly understood that other states look to California on issues of
energy efficiency, but regulating energy consumption by census zones has never
been employed nor tested anywhere. Further, this speculative approach is wholly
inconsistent with the mandate. of SB 5X~ which provides th.at the effic~ency
"standards shall be technologIcally feasIble and CoSt effectIve; [PublIc Resources
Code §25402.5(3)(c)]. Nowhere stated is there an authorization for the use of .
census as the basIs (or e stan ar s nor las an stu een con ucte to etennme
hle CoSt euectlveness 01 sucn ~ro~oSal.

Th.e definitiC?n for lighting zones in the 2005 langl:}age is also inconsi.stent with
other natIonal and mtematlonal standards. Both IESNA and CIE base theIr
standards on the more reasonable approaches of ambient lighting based on
"environmental zones," e.g, "intTinsically dark," medimn dIstrict or "high," etc., the
latter including "town centres and commercial areas," for example.

Whereas, CEC's proposal dis~~gards the ambient lighting concept, basing
instead its reasoning on population. We do not concur witll the CEC consultants'

1 --CEC

29170 Heathercliff Road, Suite 6 .Malibu, CA 90265-4100
310.457.8375 .FAX 310.457.5328 .Website: \Wv'W.calsign.org



conclusion that merely because the e)1e will adjust to ambient lighting that energy
will be saved or that sufficient illumin ~ iOn exists for safety purposes. Merely
because the standards allow a municip lity to "upgI:ade" a zone does not .ustify the
establishment of such limitations or b densome public processes when ilie very
concept is flawed. In fact, it's our understanding that even the League of California
Cities is opposed to this process, whicb in effect amounts to a new layer of zoning.

In addition to the census zone c ncept as described in the proposed
regulations, the CEC web site has post d an outdoor lighting document describing
census zonesl, To our knowledge, nei er the document nor its posting was
¥proved bX the Commission at any pl blic hearing; yet, it appears onlme as the de
facto official policy of the CEC and fu s by implicatIon the -S-tate of California. This
is not only mIsleading, but suggests th State has endorsed the use of census zones
after careful deliberatlori, when in fact Ithis is not yet the case.

While signage, as a result 9four efforts, i~ ~ankfu~ly and properly excluded
from the census standard, we belIeve ilie COmmISSIOn, If It adopts tlie census
guideline will subject the re~lations to years of litigation. There is simply noevidence to support the consultants ' s!!QQo~ition that less electricity (i.e., lower

power densities) can be used for a project m commercial zone depending on the
population of the area. Moreover, giv~n that a "demand reduction" analysis has not
been perfonned based on the proposeq standards, there is insufficient data for the
Commission to detennine whether any!real energy savings will be achieved.

We are further convinced that e affiliation of some of the CEC consultants
on this project who also serve on the oard ofDirectors of the International Dark
Skies association i.s so suspect as to t .t the ~partiality of the re~lations, making
any approval a tacIt acceptance of the ark Skies agenda. In so doing, CEC steps
outside the bounds of the mandate of 5 .In fact, one of the consultants has written
a Model LigJ1ting Ordinance for park kies, which ~pp~ars Qn its website .
(http://darksky .org/ordsregs/modlIord. tml), and which IS bemg promoted by ItS
members throughout the country .2 Th very lan~age of the Dark Skies mission
~ppeared practically verbatim on the c nsultants June 6, 2002 Outdoor Li~ting
Research report prepared for the CEC. (See "Rationale," p. 2). Yet, that rationale,
whi.ch has calTiea. forward unchecked t ough todax, has noiliinp; to do with energy
savmgs, but was mstead focused on "lIght trespass' and "sky glow" -concerns well
beyond the scope of5X.

~

2 See also htt s/mlc/idamolc. df for Jim Benya) s online Powerpoint

presentation promoting Dar S es census- ased agenda.
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We have previously addressed ~ number of these issues and submitted to the
CE.C a thorol!gh.analysis and obiectiob t9 th.e regula~ions on groun~syertaining to
then: unconstltutIonahty and the Dark Skie,s lillpropnety as n9ted. Wfule some of
our Issues hav:e been resolved, we hereby mcorpor.ate our pnor comments by
reference. SaId letter may be located fit W\,,"\v .calsIgn.org.

I

We ur ..s zones for an
l2urnose. It I ct or SCIence.

Sincerely,

Mark Gastineau
Steve Jones

Peggy Thomas

cc:
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